Two studies used response latency measures to assess automatic attitudes that individuals are unwilling or unable to reveal about their partners. In Study 1, participants (n = 51) in dating relationships completed two response latency measures (Time 1) and several relationship self-reports (Times 1 and 2). Participants who faced high barriers to exiting (BTE) their relationship generally showed a negative association between their relationship self-reports and automatic attitudes, and there was some evidence that automatic attitudes at Time 1 predicted relationship satisfaction at Time 2. Study 2 (n = 41 couples) replicated the BTE finding and showed that image-based response latency measures may assess automatic attitudes more effectively than word-based measures. A negative correlation between self-reported and automatic attitudes among high-BTE participants suggests that they may overreport relationship positivity to quell feelings of doubt about a relationship they cannot feasibly dissolve.
Keywords: implicit; automatic; attitudes; romantic; relationships; intimate H appiness is frequently sought and attained in romantic relationships. Unfortunately, many other emotional states are achieved (if not sought) in relationships, among them anger, sadness, and regret (Bloom, Asher, & White, 1978) . Relationship success or failure may be predicated on finding Mr. or Mrs. Right-the person who embodies all of the qualities characterized by one's ideal partner (Murray & Holmes, 1993) . That real and ideal rarely meet in practice is an observation probably not lost on the roughly 11 million Americans who Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a) . Even when a seemingly negative trait or behavior must be acknowledged, intimates may construct stories about the partner that allow them to see virtues in faults (Murray & Holmes, 1993) . Taken as a whole, these and related findings present a compelling case for the existence of benevolent biases in the judgment and perception of romantic partners. However, the findings share a common liability in that they all rely on intimates' conscious self-reports. If there are attitudes or feelings intimates refuse to admit, or to which they simply do not have conscious access, selfreports would be unable to reveal them.
Fortunately, there may be ways to assess the possibly negative sentiments that intimates are unable or unwilling to reveal. Several response latency (RL) measures have been developed to tap attitudes that people cannot or will not self-report, mainly in sensitive domains such as ethnic prejudice (e.g., Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001) . Generally, these measures require participants to respond in the absence of conscious mediation on what is being assessed, thereby allowing researchers to gauge automatic associations between targets and evaluative concepts (e.g., Caucasian and good).
The present research uses modified versions of these response latency measures to assess attitudes and feelings (i.e., partner associations) in relationships that may be inaccessible using standard questionnaires. The notion that people may be unwilling or unable to report on significant aspects of their lives, even those involving close romantic relationships, is not a new one (Wilson, 2004) . Baldwin and colleagues have assessed automatic relationship schemas (i.e., beliefs about the relationship itself; see Baldwin, 1992) , and Etcheverry and Le (2005) recently used response latency measures to assess the accessibility of commitment in close relationships. However, to date, we are aware of no published efforts to assess positive and negative evaluations of a relationship partner using response latency techniques.
Response Latency Measures
Response latency measures generally begin from the neural network assumption that target concepts (e.g., racial categories, evaluative terms) are linked in the brain and that the activation of one target facilitates the activation of related targets in a hierarchical manner, such that more closely related concepts are activated more quickly and strongly than are weakly related concepts (Farnham, Greenwald, & Banaji, 1999; Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999; Neely, 1977) . Moreover, the activation of a particular concept can inhibit responses to evaluatively incongruent targets (Klinger, Burton, & Pitts, 2000) , such as when the activation of the selfconcept inhibits responses to negative target words. The routine pairing of two or more concepts builds and strengthens the associations between them (Bargh, 1989; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977) . Generally, response latency measures employ means aimed at preventing participants from exerting control over their responses, thus allowing pure associations between targets to emerge. In other words, as an individual perceives more and more negativity in the partner, the measured association between unpleasant and partner should strengthen (Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999; Olson & Fazio, 2001 , 2002 . This relationship should hold irrespective of a person's conscious efforts to maintain a particular impression of their partner (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) . In this sense, the automatic attitudes revealed by response latency measures may be a more unbiased estimate of relationship quality.
Barriers to Exit
The usefulness of response latency measures arises partly from the premise that intimates attempt to convince either themselves or others that their relationship is better than it really is. Whether this bias is primarily conscious (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000) or unconscious (Paulhus & Reid, 1991) remains an open discussion (and one that outreaches the scope of this research), but in any event, we hope to identify those individuals for whom the bias is most pronounced. The intimates most likely to rationalize negative aspects of the relationship may be those who believe that rationalization is their only option. In other words, rationalization may be most pronounced among intimates who believe it would be prohibitively difficult for them to leave their relationship or to find a suitable alternative to their current partner. Several lines of research have demonstrated that people exhibit a tendency to rationalize poor decisions (e.g., Johnson, Kelly, & LeBlane, 1995) or place a positive spin on a negative situation when those decisions and situations appear intractable (Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998) . In the present case, rationalization would be operationalized as a tendency to overreport relationship satisfaction in the face of a relatively unfavorable relationship situation, as evidenced by one's automatic attitudes.
In the realm of relationships, Rusbult (1983; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998) has observed that high investments and poor alternatives can trap an individual in an unhappy, unsatisfying relationship. Individuals entrapped in this type of relatively unrewarding relationship have shown commitment to their partner that rivals or exceeds the commitment levels of individuals in more rewarding relationships (Rusbult et al., 1998) . Negativity in this type of relationship is particularly threatening because the individual essentially has nowhere else to turn. Caught in an unfavorable relationship with formidable barriers to exit (BTE), intimates may search for-or diligently fabricate-the proverbial silver lining (e.g., Brickman, 1987; Murray & Holmes, 1993) . Thus, on average, the self-reports of high-BTE individuals will remain considerably positive even if their relationship situation-as revealed by their automatic attitudes-is not especially favorable. Our key prediction is that high-BTE individuals, relative to those facing low BTE, are expected to exhibit a stronger dissociation between their relationship self-reports and their automatic attitudes. Specifically, at high BTE, individuals who exhibit relatively negative automatic attitudes will nevertheless report high relationship positivity as they attempt to rationalize their situation. Individuals who face low BTE-and thus are less pressured to rationalize an unfavorable relationship situation-will simply show a direct association between their automatic attitudes and their self-reports. That is, as their automatic attitudes become more negative, so will their reports of relationship quality.
Prediction of Future Relationship Status
Despite decades of research on the subject, our ability to quantify relationship quality and predict relationship stability leaves ample room for improvement (Karney & Bradbury, 1995; Kurdek, 1993; MacDonald & Ross, 1999) . Part of the problem is a reliance on intimates' self-reports, which, as the opening section attests, are riddled with illusions and rationalizations. If response latency measures reveal negativity that intimates are unwilling or unable to self-report, they might successfully forecast relationship outcomes. Though the individual may effectively downplay or ignore negative thoughts and feelings about their partner or relationship for a period of time, gradually it is expected to take a toll on the relationship, especially when the negativity is unusually strong (Thompson & Holmes, 1996) . Thus, increased negativity on RL measureswhich is relatively immune to illusions and rationalizations-should correspond to diminished relationship satisfaction at a future point.
Indirect evidence corroborating this hypothesis comes from work by Murray, Holmes, and Griffin (1996b) , which showed that despite attempts to idealize a partner, certain realities penetrate intimates' defenses as romances develop. The authors suggested that undesirable attributes individuals once ignored (or failed to see) in their partners predicted changes in reported satisfaction. The aim here is to use response latency measures to identify those individuals at risk for eventual disappointment.
STUDY 1

Method
Participants. Fifty-one participants (36 women, 15 men) were recruited from the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) psychology participant pool. They received course credit for their participation at Time 1 and a chance to win one of eight $50 awards for their participation at Time 2. All participants were required to be in an exclusive dating relationship of at least 8 weeks in length (Mdn = 12.5 months). Participants had been involved in an average of three partnerships in their lifetimes.
Self-report measures. The questionnaire packet included the four Rusbult Investment Model scales (Rusbult, 1980) , each measured on a 9-point Likerttype scale anchored by 1 (agree not at all) and 9 (agree completely). Specifically, the four measures assessed commitment (7 items, e.g., "I want our relationship to last a very long time"; α = .91), satisfaction (5 items, e.g., "Our relationship makes me very happy"; α = .90), investment (5 items, e.g., "I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if it ended"; α = .80), and quality of alternatives (5 items, e.g., "If I weren't dating my partner, I would do fine-I would find another appealing"; α = .87). The single item Inclusion of Other in Self scale (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992) was included as a measure of closeness.
Also administered were a feeling thermometer that asks participants to rate how warmly or coldly they feel toward their partner using a 100°thermometer and the 22-item Interpersonal Qualities scale (Murray et al., 1996a) , which measures various attributes of one's current partner (e.g., "understanding," "intelligent," "childish") on a scale ranging from 1 to 9. An overall positive attributes composite was formed by averaging the positively valenced qualities, and the same was done with the negatively valenced qualities to produce an overall negative attributes composite.
1 Finally, the packet included two items assessing whether the individual expects to remain with their partner at two future points in time (still together this year and next year).
BTE. The BTE construct was defined by the participant's self-reported investments in the relationship and their perceived quality of alternatives. This variable was computed by adding participants' mean investment scale score to the inverse of their mean alternatives scale score. Thus, a higher score equated more formidable BTE (e.g., high investment, poor alternatives) and a lower score equated less formidable BTE (low investment, good alternatives; M = 12.53, SD = 2.74, range = 5 to 17.80).
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Response latency measures. There were two response latency measures in this study-the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998 ) and a sequential priming task. In the IAT, participants decided whether a word flashed on a computer screen fit into one of four categories (romantic partner, not romantic partner, pleasant, and unpleasant). In each of two experimental blocks, a series of items belonging to each of the four categories were flashed on the screen sequentially. In the first block, if the word belonged to the partner or pleasant category, then the participant pressed the "a" key on the keyboard; if the word belonged to the not partner or unpleasant category, then the participant pressed the "5" key (the two keys were symmetrically across from one other). This will be referred to as the congruent block because, on average, partner-pleasant and notpartner-unpleasant are expected to be more evaluatively congruent than vice versa. In the next experimental block, henceforth referred to as the incongruent block, the pairings were switched (partner was paired with unpleasant and not partner with pleasant). The categories assigned to the "a" and "5" keys were randomized. Two practice blocks of 10 trials each preceded the first experimental block and familiarized the participant with the category stimuli. In the experimental block that followed, six words for each of the four categories were flashed on the screen in a random order (for a total of 24 trials). A single practice block of 10 trials in which the keys assigned to the partner and not partner categories were switched preceded the second experimental block (see Table 1 ). Half of the participants began with partner and pleasant assigned to one key and not partner and unpleasant assigned to the other, whereas the other half began with the pairings reversed.
The participant is said to have positive automatic associations to their partner if they finish a trial more quickly when partner is paired with pleasant and negative automatic associations if they finish a trial more quickly when partner is paired with unpleasant. The partner words were collected at the beginning of the experimental session and consisted of the partner's first name (or nickname), last name, and a general term (e.g., boyfriend; see the appendix). There were six positive stimuli (love, closeness, trust, loyalty confidence, intelligence) and six negative stimuli (betrayal, jealousy, neglect, hate, moody, coldness) for the pleasant and unpleasant categories, respectively.
The sequential priming procedure is another measure that, similar to the IAT, relies on response latency as an indicator of associative strength between target and evaluation. This particular procedure is patterned after evaluative priming paradigms employed in prior research (e.g., Wittenbrink et al., 2001 ) to measure the automatic activation of attitudes. Participants were seated at a desktop computer, where they were informed that their task was to determine whether a sequence of letters on the screen is good or bad in meaning. They were to press the "a" key if the word was good in meaning and the "5" key if it was bad in meaning. They were told to make this decision as quickly as possible while minimizing errors. The task itself was divided into discreet trials that each follow the same general sequence. First, an orienting stimulus ("XXXX") appeared in the center of the screen for 1 s, alerting the participant that the target is about to appear. Next, the priming stimulus appeared for 27 ms, which is long enough to activate the prime concept in long-term memory but too quickly for conscious perception (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000; Fazio, 1990) . 3 The partner primes were the partner's first name (or nickname), last name, and a general term (e.g., boyfriend). The neutral primes were the words house and tree and NOTE: n = 51. IAT = Implicit Association Test; SPT NEG = negative sequential priming task contrast; SPT POS = positive SPT contrast; Sat = satisfaction; Alt = quality of alternatives; Inv = investments; Therm = feeling thermometer; Next = predictions about staying together next year; IOS = Inclusion of Other in Self; Pos = positive partner attributes; Neg = negative partner attributes. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
the nonword letter sequence sqgywn. The order of all primes was randomized. Each prime was immediately followed by a masking stimulus ("@&@&@&") for a 200-ms interval and then a blank screen for 50 ms. The blank screen was followed by the target, resulting in a stimulus onset asynchrony (SOA) of 250 ms. The target was a positive or negative word and it remained on the screen until categorized as good or bad in meaning with a key stroke. The response latency was automatically recorded by the program. After each target was categorized, the orienting stimulus reappeared to mark the start of the next trial. There were 10 negative target words (e.g., hate), 10 positive target words (e.g., love), and two relatively neutral, ambiguous words (e.g., sociable; see the appendix for a complete list). Each word followed each of the six primes once (three partner and three neutral), thus resulting in a total of 132 trials (22 words × 6 primes). The presentation of partner and neutral primes was randomly distributed across the trials. If participants respond more quickly to positively valenced target words when the romantic partner category is activated than when a neutral category is activated, it is assumed that there is an automatic association between a positive evaluation and the partner. The faster the response, the stronger the association. The same is true of negatively valenced target words.
Procedure. Participants were run individually. After completing the partner information sheet, participants were seated at a desktop computer for the sequential priming task, which was administered via DirectRT (Jarvis, 2003) . This measure always preceded the IAT because of a concern that the IAT might cue the participants to what is being measured (i.e., the pairing of positive and negative evaluations with the partner concept). The participant then completed the 132 trials of the sequential priming task (SPT), which took between 5 and 7 minutes. After completing the SPT, the participant then completed the five blocks of the IAT, which comprised 78 total trials (30 practice, 48 data collection) and required between 4 and 6 minutes.
After finishing the two response latency measures, the participants moved on to the self-report questionnaire. The completion of this questionnaire marked the end of the Time 1 assessment. Approximately 10 to 12 weeks after the initial experimental session, participants were contacted to complete the follow-up self-report questionnaire. Those who agreed were e-mailed the questionnaire and provided instructions on how to return it via an anonymous e-mail address created specifically for this experiment. The follow-up questionnaire was an abridged version of the self-report questionnaire administered at Time 1.
Results
Data reduction (IAT).
On average, the error rate across all trials for the IAT (i.e., incorrectly categorizing a stimulus) was less than 5%, which is similar to the acceptable rates reported in prior studies (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998) . Data from these trials were discarded. The data from the first 7 participants were lost because of an error in the response latency program, resulting in 44 usable observations (these 7 individuals did not differ from the rest of the sample on any of the variables). Following the recommendations of Greenwald et al. (1998) , responses shorter than 300 ms and longer than 3,000 ms were recoded as 300 and 3,000 ms, respectively. Likewise, the individual latencies for each trial were log transformed before averaging the mean latencies across each experimental block. Analyses were conducted using these transformed data because this conversion stabilizes latency variance and normalizes the distribution (Fazio, 1990) . However, all data reported in tables and figures represent the raw data prior to transformations. An IAT score was calculated for each participant by subtracting the mean response latency for congruent trials (partner-pleasant vs. not partner-unpleasant) from the mean latency for incongruent trials (partner-unpleasant vs. not partner-pleasant). Average response latency (in ms) was considerably faster for congruent blocks (Mdn = 790.67, SD = 212.57) than for incongruent blocks (Mdn = 1376.51, SD = 425.46), indicating that participants responded more quickly when partner and pleasant were paired together than when partner was paired with unpleasant, t(43) = 10.557, p < .001.
Data Reduction (SPT).
The average error rate across all trials was 1.25%, which is less than or equal to the rate reported in similar studies (e.g., Kawakami, Dion, & Dovidio, 1998) . As with the IAT, data from these error trials were discarded, response latencies shorter than 300 ms and longer than 3,000 ms were recoded as 300 and 3,000 ms, respectively, and individual latencies were log transformed. For each participant, we calculated how long it took them to respond to individual positive and negative target words (e.g., love, coldness) following both the partner primes and the neutral primes. We then computed the average response facilitation by type of prime (partner, neutral) and valence of target (positive, negative) to establish a mean response latency for each primeword pairing. A two-way within-subjects ANOVA of prime (partner, neutral) and target (positive, negative) revealed only a significant main effect of target, such that participants responded faster when responding to positive targets (M = 730.28, SD = 134.92) than negative targets (M = 746.91, SD = 135.57), F(1, 50) = 6.075, p = .017. However, to more closely examine these effects we conducted planned contrasts comparing the response facilitation to positive and negative words as a function of partner and neutral primes. These analyses revealed that participants responded significantly faster to positive targets (M = 730.78, SD = 130.39) than negative targets (M = 750.47, SD = 133.53) when the target was preceded by a partner prime, t(50) = 2.528, p = .015. By contrast, there was no difference between the response latency to positive (M = 729.79, SD = 143.86) and negative (M = 743.35, SD = 139.94) targets for neutral primes, t(50) = 1.577, p = .121. The absence of a significant interaction suggests that the difference between these two contrasts was not particularly strong, but our principle interest lies in how these response latencies are moderated by barriers to exiting the relationship.
A negative contrast score for each participant was created by subtracting the neutral-negative response latency from the partner-negative latency. Higher scores on this variable represented less negative associations to the partner (i.e., the extent to which partner primes slowed responses to negative target words relative to a neutral baseline). Similarly, a positive contrast score was created by subtracting the partner-positive response latency from the neutral-positive latency, such that higher scores represented more positive associations to the partner (i.e., the extent to which the partner primes facilitated responses to positive target words relative to a neutral baseline).
Overall correlations. Pearson correlations were computed between the three response latency measures (IAT, SPT-Positive contrast, SPT-Negative contrast) and each of the self-report measures. The results of these analyses are shown in Table 1 . As is commonly seen in the literature, the relationship between the response latency measures and the self-report measures across all participants was not significant (Hoffman, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, & Schmitt, 2005) .
BTE analyses. The BTE hypothesis was tested by entering a centered BTE score, response latency score, and their multiplicative interaction term in a regression equation predicting each of the key self-report variables (satisfaction, feeling thermometer, partner attributes, Inclusion of Other in Self [IOS] , and predictions about staying together). 4 This equation allowed us to examine how the association between relationship self-reports and automatic attitudes (as indexed by response latency scores) changed as a function of BTE. We predicted that at low levels of BTE we would observe a positive association between self-reports and automatic attitudes but that as BTE increased we would observe a progressively stronger dissociation between the two measures.
IAT. As seen in Table 2 , significant interaction coefficients emerged for the regression analyses involving self-reported satisfaction, the IOS scale, predictions about staying together, and ratings of the partner's positive attributes. To further examine the nature of these interactions, we calculated the simple regression of self-reported attitudes on automatic attitudes at different levels of BTE (Aiken & West, 1991) . At low levels of BTE (1 SD below the mean), the coefficient for the association between automatic and self-reported attitudes tended to be positive. Thus, among those who were not entrapped in their relationship, higher selfreported positivity corresponded to more positive automatic attitudes. As BTE increased, the association between self-reports and automatic attitudes tended to become less positive. That is, among participants facing high BTE (1 SD above the mean), as automatic attitudes became less positive, self-reported attitudes became more positive.
For example, as seen in Figure 1 , at 1 SD below the mean on BTE, the association between relationship Scinta, Gable / AUTOMATIC AND SELF-REPORTED ATTITUDES 1013 satisfaction and automatic attitudes was significantly positive, t(40) = 2.86, p = .0034, one-tailed. At the mean of BTE, the association between relationship satisfaction and automatic attitudes was diminished but remained significantly positive, t(40) = 1.703, p = .048. At 1 SD above the mean on BTE, the association between satisfaction and automatic attitudes was nonsignificantly negative, t(40) = -0.986, p = ns. At 2 SDs above the mean, the association became significantly negative, t(40) = -2.017, p = .025. Generally, the association between self-reports and automatic attitudes was positive for all of the analyses at low levels of BTE and negative for all analyses at high levels of BTE (see Table 3 ). Furthermore, the presence of a significant interaction term, as described above, indicates that the simple regressions of self-reports on automatic attitudes were significantly different at low and high BTE (Aiken & West, 1991) . Controlling for relationship length did not alter the significance of the regression coefficients.
SPT. Contrary to expectations, there were no significant results involving the SPT contrasts. However, all of the analyses showed a trend such that the association between self-reports and automatic attitudes was more strongly positive among low-BTE participants. A possible explanation for the nonsignificant trend in the predicted direction follows in the discussion.
Time 2 analyses. Time 2 questionnaires were received from 26 of the original 51 participants (51%). There were two significant differences between the respondents and the nonrespondents on the Time 1 relationship variables. Respondents had reported significantly higher levels of intimacy (p = .004) and passion (p = .042) than did nonrespondents. We evaluated the hypothesis that automatic associations would predict relationship satisfaction by entering mean Time 1 satisfaction and the SPT negative contrast (both centered) into a simultaneous regression equation predicting mean Time 2 satisfaction. As predicted, response latency scores at Time 1 were a significant predictor of Time 2 relationship satisfaction, both when controlling for Time 1 satisfaction (β = .427, p = .033) and when not controlling for Time 1 satisfaction (β = .432, p = .028). In other words, the weaker a participant's automatic association between their partner and negativity at Time 1, the more relationship satisfaction the participant reported at Time 2. Response latency scores for the IAT did not predict Time 2 satisfaction (p > .05).
Discussion
Overall, the results provide encouraging support for the hypotheses tested. The general correlation between response latency scores and self-reports was nonsignificant, which is consistent with reviews of implicit and explicit associations in socially sensitive domains (Blair, 2001) . More important, the results provided tentative support for the BTE hypothesis, which proposes that there will be a stronger dissociation between automatic attitudes and relationship self-reports as barriers to exiting the relationship grow stronger. The regression analyses generally revealed that at low BTE, the association between self-reports and automatic attitudes was positive, whereas at high BTE this same association was negative. Thus, as high-BTE participants said they were more satisfied with their partner and their relationship, their response latency scores actually indicated more negative automatic associations to the partner.
Another notable finding was that SPT negative contrast scores at Time 1 predicted relationship satisfaction at Time 2 (as seen in a significant negative partial correlation), even when controlling for Time 1 satisfaction. A possible implication of this is that the negativity downplayed or ignored by intimates (as indicated by automatic negativity on the SPT) has a pernicious influence on relationship well-being at a later time. The hypotheses were only weakly supported using the sequential 
STUDY 2
The main objective of Study 2 was to replicate the BTE finding from Study 1, only this time using imagebased primes for the SPT (in addition to the lexical prime version from Study 1). Response latency scores were assessed using SPT methods similar to those in Study 1, except half of the participants in Study 2 completed the word-based (lexical) version of the SPT used in Study 1 and half completed an image-based SPT that used partner photographs as priming stimuli instead of names.
Method
Participants. Participants were 41 heterosexual dating couples (82 individuals) recruited from the UCLA community via flyers, a departmental Web page, and a classified advertisement in the student newspaper. Participants received either course credit or $10 ($20 per couple) for their participation. All participants were required to be in an exclusive dating relationship of at least 8 weeks (Mdn = 11 months). They had been involved in an average of three partnerships in their lifetimes. The data for one male participant was discarded because he failed to answer more than half of the selfreport questions, leaving a usable sample of 81 participants (41 women, 40 men).
Self-report measures (participants).
The self-report questionnaire administered to participants was nearly identical to the one used in Study 1, save for one addition. We added the Hatfield and Rapson (1987) Passionate Love scale, which includes 15 items measured on a 9-point Likert-type scale (α = .90, e.g., "Just seeing my partner excites me").
Response latency measures (lexical).
Couples were randomly assigned to either the image or lexical SPT condition. The lexical SPT used in Study 2 was identical to the one employed for Study 1. Partner and neutral stimuli were again collected using a partner information sheet and positive and negative target stimuli remained unchanged from Study 1.
Response latency measures (images).
As with the lexical SPT, the image-based SPT required participants to decide whether a word flashed on the center of the computer screen was good or bad in meaning. The task itself differed only in the nature and presentation of the priming stimuli. Whereas the lexical SPT used letter string primes and foveal presentation (i.e., primes appearing in the center of the visual field), the image-based SPT used image primes and parafoveal presentation (i.e., primes appearing in the periphery of the visual field). Not-partner photographs were color headshots against a white backdrop taken from the Internet. Partner photographs were color headshots against a white backdrop taken at the time of the experiment using a Canon S110 digital camera. All photos were resized to a width and height of 200 × 225 pixels (roughly 4 × 4.5 cm). Although the partner and not partner stimuli were images, the positive and negative stimuli were the same positive and negative words used in the lexical version of the SPT. Parafoveal priming was chosen because it proved more effective than foveal priming in maintaining subliminal presentation with images. Based on the distance between the participant's eyes and the computer screen (50 cm), the parafoveal field was computed as lying between 1.75 and 5.25 cm from the center of the screen (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000) . Based on these calculations and the results of pilot testing (N = 9), prime images were presented randomly for 17 ms in one of four quadrants 4.5 cm from the center of the screen. Primes were followed by a masking image (blue tiles) for 200 ms and then a blank screen for 50 ms before the appearance of the positive, negative, or neutral target word. Each SPT consisted of 132 randomized trials: 30 partner-positive, 30 partner-negative, 6 partner-neutral, 30 neutralpositive, 30 neutral-negative, and 6 neutral-neutral.
Procedure. Couples entered the experiment together but completed the response latency and relationship selfreport measures in separate rooms, with the sequential priming tasks always preceding the self-report assessment. Two headshots were taken of each participant using a 2.1-megapixel digital camera, and these were then loaded into the response latency programs while the participants completed a frequency of contact sheet. Relationship partners completed their tasks separately but the procedure for both was the same.
Results
Data reduction (SPT).
The average error rate across all trials for both the lexical (n = 42) and image-based (n = 40) SPTs was considered acceptable (less than 2%). Data for both SPTs were cleaned and prepared as in Study 1. For both SPT tasks (lexical, image), a two-way withinsubjects ANOVA did not yield a significant interaction between prime (neutral, partner) and target valence (positive, negative). To more closely examine these effects we conducted planned contrasts using the results from the image SPT (which we expected to yield stronger effects than the lexical SPT). As in Study 1, these analyses revealed that participants responded significantly faster to positive targets than negative targets when the target was preceded by a partner prime, t(39) = 2.495, p = .017. By contrast, there was no difference between the response latency to positive and negative targets for neutral primes, t(39) = 1.145, p = .259. To examine the effects of BTE, negative and positive contrast scores were created using the log-transformed response latencies as in Study 1.
BTE. The BTE construct in Study 2 was identical to the one computed for Study 1 (M = 12.72, SD = 2.66, range = 5-17.40).
Overall correlations. Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted between the SPT response latency contrasts (image and lexical versions combined) and each of the self-report measures. The results of these analyses are shown in Table 4 . Consistent with the findings of Study 1, the overall correlations between response latency and self-report scores were weak and nonsignificant. Furthermore, when analyzed separately, both the image and lexical response latency measures were not significantly correlated to participants' selfreport responses.
BTE analyses.
We analyzed the results separately for each type of SPT using the multiple regression technique reported for Study 1. Given the weak correlations between the SPT scores of each member of the partner dyad, we used the individual-not the couple-as the unit of analysis.
5 As expected, the BTE hypothesis was supported by the image SPT but not the lexical SPT. For the image-based SPT, the negative contrast yielded significant interaction coefficients for satisfaction (β = -.364, p = .012), the feeling thermometer (β = -.334, p = .015), predictions about staying together this year (β = -.293, p = .050) and next year (β = -.331, p = .026), IOS (β = -.364, p = .012), positive partner attributes (β = -.332, p = .023), and passion (β = -.272, p = .034). Only the regression predicting negative partner attributes was not significant, yet it nonetheless showed a trend in the predicted direction. The positive contrast yielded a significant interaction coefficient for satisfaction (β = -.469, p = .001) and marginally significant interaction coefficients for IOS (β = -.282, p = .063) and positive partner attributes (β = -.256, p = .073). The remaining equations yielded nonsignificant results in the predicted direction (see Table 5 ).
As in Study 1, to further illustrate these significant interactions we calculated the simple regression of selfreported attitudes on automatic attitudes as a function of BTE. Consistent with Study 1, the significant interaction term showed that, at low BTE, there was a positive association between relationship self-reports and automatic partner attitudes. At the mean of BTE, this association diminished. At high BTE, we again observed a negative association between self-reports and automatic attitudes (see Table 6 ).
For example, examining the negative contrast, the association between self-reported relationship satisfaction and automatic attitudes was nonsignificantly positive at 1 standard deviation below the mean of BTE, .524*** 9. Pos --.655*** .678*** 10. Neg --.388** 11. Pass -NOTE: n = 81. SPT = sequential priming task; . SPT NEG = negative SPT contrast; SPT POS = positive SPT contrast; Sat = satisfaction; Alt = quality of alternatives; Inv = investments; Therm = feeling thermometer; Next = predictions about staying together next yar; IOS = Inclusion of Other in Self; Pos = positive partner attributes; Neg = negative partner attributes; Pass = passionate love. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
t(36) = 1.057, p = ns (see Figure 2) . At 2 standard deviations below the mean of BTE, this association became significantly positive, t(35) = 1.956, p = .029. At the mean of BTE, the associated between self-reports and automatic attitudes was negative but nonsignificant, t(36) = -1.484, p = .073. As BTE increased to one value above the mean, the association between relationship satisfaction and automatic attitudes became significantly negative, t(36) = -2.666, p = .006. As seen in Figure 3 , this same pattern held for the positive SPT contrast. The association between satisfaction and automatic attitudes was positive at low BTE, t(36) = 2.224, p = .016, nonsignificant at the mean of BTE, and negative at high BTE, t(36) = -2.828, p = .004. NOTE: n = 40. β 1 refers to the coefficient for the BTE construct; β 2 refers to the coefficient for the Implicit Association Test (IAT) response latency score; β 3 refers to the multiplicative interaction term between BTE and the response latency score; SPT = sequential priming task; IOS = Inclusion of Other in Self; Pos att = positive partner attributes; Neg att = negative partner attributes; Next year = predictions about staying together next year; Passion = passionate love. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. NOTE: n = 40. -1 SD = unstandardized simple regression coefficient of self-report score regressed on automatic attitude at 1 SD below the M of barriers to exiting (BTE); +1 SD = unstandardized simple regression coefficient of self-report score regressed on automatic attitude at 1 SD above the M of BTE. One-tailed p values indicating whether simple regression differs significantly from 0 are shown in parentheses. Still together = predictions about staying together next year; IOS = Inclusion of Other in Self; Pos attribute = positive partner attributes; Neg attribute = negative partner attributes.
Discussion
The results of Study 2 corroborate and extend the findings of Study 1. The association between automatic attitudes-as revealed by response latency scores-and relationship self-reports tended to vary as a function of BTE. Generally, at low BTE, the analyses yielded a positive association between self-reports and automatic attitudes. However, at high BTE, the association between key self-report measures (e.g., relationship satisfaction) and automatic attitudes tended to be negative. That is, as high-BTE participants reported more satisfaction with their relationships, their automatic attitudes became increasingly less positive. The dissociation effect was stronger for the image SPT than the lexical SPT, possibly because partner images are more precise primes of the partner concept than the partner-oriented words (e.g., boyfriend), although certainly more research is required to address this issue.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The present studies are a preliminary, but important and encouraging, step toward understanding the nature and influence of automatic associations in romantic relationships. As expected, response latency scores, an index of automatic associations, showed only a weak overall correspondence with relationship self-reports. However, the results consistently demonstrated that the association between response latency scores and selfreports hinges on the individual's perception of the solubility of their partnership. Those who have invested heavily in the partnership and face poor alternatives to their current partner, and thus are confronted with high barriers to exiting the relationship, tended to exhibit an inverse association between the two types of measures. That is, as their response latency scores (i.e., automatic associations to the partner) decreased, their self-reports about the relationship became increasingly positive. By contrast, low-barrier participants exhibited a positive association between their automatic associations and their self-reported responses. These barrier effects were fairly robust, emerging across both studies (and a large pilot study; Scinta & Gable, 2004) and for three separate response latency indicators-the IAT, the SPT negative contrast, and to a weaker extent, the SPT positive contrast. The positive contrast showed that as the automatic association between partner and positive strengthened, self-reports tended to become more positive for low-BTE participants and less positive for high-BTE participants. The negative contrast showed that as the automatic association between partner and negative weakened, low-BTE participants showed more positivity and high-BTE participants showed less positivity on their self-reports. Given lemons, couples with little perceived recourse apparently rely on biased perceptions to stir up the figurative lemonade.
One particularly encouraging aspect of these BTE findings is the extent to which they correspond to prior research on dual process models of attitudes. In particular, Fazio's MODE model (Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999 ) offers a meaningful framework for understanding the responses of high-barrier participants in this study. MODE contends that a person's expressed attitude toward a social target can be defined by a mixture of both automatic and controlled, effortful components. More specifically, a person's initial automatic reaction to the target is coupled with or modified by a deliberate, motivated assessment of the target (provided the participant has time to deliberate). Perhaps most important for our purposes, research testing MODE predictions has shown that a person's deliberate adjustments often can overcorrect for a perceived automatic bias (Dunton & Fazio, 1997) . In a representative study, participants with a strong motivation to control prejudiced responses exhibited an inverse association between their automatic prejudice (as assessed via a response latency measure) and selfreported ratings of African Americans (Olson & Fazio, 2004) . Conversely, low-motivation participants showed a positive association between their automatic and controlled responses. The results suggest that driven by the goal to appear unprejudiced, high-motivation individuals recognize their potential automatic bias and adjust for it in their self-reported responses. Because the magnitude of an automatic bias is difficult to gauge, these participants actually overcorrect for the bias in their deliberate responses (Wegener & Petty, 1995) .
These findings are analogous to the results of the present research. High-BTE individuals are particularly motivated to believe they are in a good relationship with the right partner. Sensing the possibility of negative automatic relationship attitudes, high-BTE individuals may overcorrect on their self-reports, yielding the inverse association between the key measures observed in these studies. In other words, as the negativity mounts in a relatively insoluble relationship, high-BTE individuals try harder and harder to justify the union.
This conclusion implies that the biases manifested on self-report measures are consciously motivated (see Farnham et al., 1999 ). An alternative possibility is that people are simply unaware of the magnitude or very existence of their biases. Several lines of research have demonstrated that individuals suffer from flawed introspection (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) or an inability to access specific contents of long-term, or implicit, memory (e.g., Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) . Presumably, this could happen if the individual does not consciously acknowledge negative aspects of the relationship or unconsciously sequesters the offending perceptions to a less accessible portion of long-term memory. Even if the process of self-deception is mediated by conscious awareness and intimates are aware of the negativity they wish to suppress, they may so effectively convince themselves it does not exist that they come to believe the overwhelming positivity of their own self-reports.
Future studies could test the distinction between selfdeception (i.e., a nonconscious bias) and impression management (i.e., a conscious bias) through the application of a bogus pipeline technique (BPL; Jones & Sigall, 1971) . The BPL is a form of demand reduction that pressures participants to offer more veracious self-reports by convincing them that their responses can be checked using a pseudo lie detector. The BPL technique is appealing because it reduces impression management but presumably has no effect on self-deception (Millham & Kellogg, 1980) . The technique has proven successful, increasing admissions of racist attitudes, sexist attitudes, inconsistent attitudes, dislike for a handicapped confederate, and cheating behavior (Paulhus, 1991; Roese & Jamieson, 1993) .
Regardless of whether the motivated biases observed here were due to conscious or nonconscious processes, they still need to be compared to findings consistently reported by Murray and her colleagues. Their research has shown that relationship well-being is linked to benevolent biases in the perception of the relationship and that idealizing a partner can have a self-fulfilling effect (e.g., Murray et al., 1996a Murray et al., , 1996b Murray et al., , 2000 ). Murray's research and our own begin on the same path-the prevalence of motivated biases in relationships-but then appear to stray in different directions. Whereas the Murray findings show that overlooking partner faults and accentuating strengths bodes well for future relationship state and fate, the present studies suggest that overreporting relationship positivity may not always be emblematic of the healthiest relationships.
However, Murray's research and our own may be more compatible than a cursory glance suggests. Depending on how idealization has been defined in Murray's research, it can have quite different portents. When idealization is conceptualized as a higher rating of the partner's attributes than the partner rates himself or herself, it bodes well for the long-term viability of the relationship. However, when idealization is defined as a closer match between ratings of one's current partner and ideal partner, the implications are less optimistic. For example, in a longitudinal study, perceptions that a partner fell short of an intimate's ideals predicted more destructive conflict styles at follow-up (Murray et al., 1996b) . Furthermore, as stated in the introduction, Murray and colleagues have contended that denying or compartmentalizing a partner's faults may be a fragile, shortterm solution that ultimately risks the well-being of the relationship. Thus, far from disagreeing with the present findings, the benevolent bias research of Murray and her colleagues may in fact complement these response latency results.
Limitations
One drawback of the present studies is that they relied on participant's self-reports of alternatives and investments to define the BTE constructs. Future assessments of the barrier hypotheses could rely on social network responses to classify participants as Scinta, Gable / AUTOMATIC AND SELF-REPORTED ATTITUDES 1019 facing either high or low BTE. Research has shown that members of a couple's social network (e.g., roommates, family) are more free of biases in their evaluations of the relationship, and at the same time they appear to offer reasonably veridical reports of relationship quality (Agnew, Loving, & Drigotas, 2001; Murray et al., 2000) . Consequently, if one wants to know whether a relationship involves high BTE, the least biased source of information may be the couple's immediate social network.
Another area of concern involves the sequential priming measure. Neither of the present studies yielded conclusive simple effects attesting to the validity of the SPT. In other words, partner primes did not consistently facilitate responses to positive targets and inhibit responses to negative targets relative to neutral primes. However, in both studies, a planned contrast yielded evidence that participants responded significantly faster to positive words than negative words following a partner prime, but there was no difference between positive and negative words for neutral primes. These findings, coupled with the successful regression analyses, give us confidence that the SPT measure was working as intended.
Conclusion
To our knowledge, this is the first published research that uses response latency measures to assess automatic attitudes in romantic relationships. The findings indicate that response latency measures may have utility as a barometer of relationship quality and as a predictor of future relationship quality. Furthermore, these measures paint a clearer, more complete picture when one accounts for a person's perceived barriers to exiting their relationship.
This research began on the grounds that self-reports are unable to tell us everything that transpires in relationships and, perhaps more to the point, everything we want to know about how romantic pairings work. Based on the present findings, the contention could be made that measurements of automatic associations may be a new tool for helping us piece together the complicated puzzle of romantic relationships.
APPENDIX PARTNER INFORMATION SHEET
The goal of this form is to give us a few words that represent your romantic partner. The best words of this kind are generally your partner's first and last name. If you refer to your partner by a nickname, this also would be good. The nickname could be a shortened version of your partner's first name ("Angie" instead of "Angelina") or it could be a term of affection that has nothing to do with your partner's real first name (for example, "Sweetie"). Do not list a word if you don't use it to refer to your partner. If you're not certain about a word, it's better to just leave it out. Remember, all of the information recorded here is completely confidential. We will destroy this form after we have conducted the study.
Please fill in the appropriate information for your romantic partner. If you do not know an answer, just leave that item blank. Listed below are popular first and last names. Your task is to choose a first name and a last name that do not at all represent your romantic partner. The names should be familiar but neither strongly liked nor disliked. In other words, try not to pick names that you have strong feelings about. If your father's name or a good friend's name is Michael, it would be a bad idea to choose Michael. Make sure you pick a name that belongs to the same gender as your romantic partner (if your partner is male, choose a male name).
First name (circle your choice)
